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:מתני׳ ַא ְר ָ ּב ָﬠה ָנְד ִרים ִה ִּתיר ּו ֲח ָכ ִמים
, וְ נִ ְד ֵרי ׁ ְשגָ גוֹת, וְ נִ ְד ֵרי ֲה ָבאי,נִ ְד ֵרי זֵ רוּזִ ין
 נִ ְד ֵרי זֵ רוּזִ ין ֵּכיצַ ד? ָהיָ ה.אוֹנָסין
ִ
וְ נִ ְד ֵרי
וֹחת
ֵ מוֹכר ֵח ֶפץ וְ ָא ַמר ״קוֹנָ ם ׁ ֶש ֵאינִי ּפ
ֵ
אוֹמר ״קוֹנָ ם
ֵ
ְלךָ ִמן ַה ֶּס ַלע״ וְ ַה ָּלה
,מוֹסיף ְלךָ ַﬠל ַה ׁ ּ ֶש ֶקל״
ִ ׁ ֶש ֵאינִי

mishna

The Sages dissolved four types of vowsH
without the requirement of a request to a
halakhic authority: Vows of exhortation, vows of exaggeration,
vows that are unintentional, and vows whose fulfillment is
impeded by circumstances beyond one’s control. The mishna
explains: Vows of exhortation are those by which one encourages
another using vow terminology that is exaggerated. How so? One
was sellingN an item and said:H I will not lower the price for you
to less than a sela, as that is konam,N forbidden as if it were an
oﬀering, for me. And the other one, the buyer, says: I will not raise
my payment to you to more than a shekel,B as that is konam for me.

NOTES

One was selling, etc. – מוֹכר וכו׳
ֵ היָ ה:ָ The reason for dissolving
this type of vow is because his verbal declaration and his intent
are not identical: Although he verbally vows that he will not
lower or raise the price, he does not mean what he says, as he
expects that a compromise will be reached (Rabbeinu Tam, in
Sefer HaYashar). Although there is a principle that unspoken
intentions do not have significance, it was clear to the Sages that
in this case it is customary for people to speak in this manner,
without true intent (Ritva; Rosh). According to this understanding, the statement in the Jerusalem Talmud that the vow is binding if the individual firmly maintains his commitment, meaning

he stubbornly holds his position and refuses to waive the vow,
is understandable.
I will not lower the price for you…that is konam, etc. – קוֹנָ ם
וֹחת ְלךָ וכו׳
ֵ ש ֵאינִי ּפ:
ֶ ׁ Some interpret konam here to be an abbreviated phrase, and the seller is declaring that a certain item should
be konam for him if he reduces the price (Rosh), while the buyer
declares that the merchandise be konam for him if he increases
the price (Ran). Others say that this konam refers to the dinar,
that the seller declares that if he reduces the price the dinar he
receives shall be konam for him.

HALAKHA

The Sages dissolved four types of vows – ַא ְר ָ ּב ָﬠה ָנְד ִרים
ה ִּתיר ּו ֲח ָכ ִמים:ִ These are vows that do not require dissolution: Vows of exhortation, vows of exaggeration, inadvertent vows, and vows whose fulfillment is impeded by
circumstances beyond one’s control (Rambam Sefer Hafla’a,
Hilkhot Shevuot 3:1, 5 and Hilkhot Nedarim 4:1–3; Shulĥan
Arukh, Yoreh De’a 232:1).
One was selling an item and said, etc. – מוֹכר ֵח ֶפץ וְ ָא ַמר
ֵ ָהיָה
וכו׳: If one is selling an item to another and vows not to
lower the price below four dinars, and the buyer vows not
to raise his oﬀer above two dinars, and they compromise
at around three dinars (Ran), no prohibition takes eﬀect
due to either vow. This is because that is the way people
transact business, and the parties did not intend to take a
vow. Some say that the seller may not sell it at the exact
price that the buyer desired or vice versa, and if one of them
did so his vow takes eﬀect. Others are lenient in this case as
well, and that is the accepted custom (Baĥ).
This principle applies only when they ultimately compromised and did not firmly stand by their words. But if
they did not compromise and the sale was not completed,
and one of them later reneged and settled for the price of
the other, his vow takes eﬀect. All of these principles apply
in a case where they did not say explicitly that they were
taking a vow; if they stated that they intended their words
to be a vow, then they have taken a vow (Rambam Sefer
Hafla’a, Hilkhot Nedarim 4:3; Shulĥan Arukh, Yoreh De’a 232:2).

BACKGROUND

Sela and shekel – ס ַלע וְ ׁ ֶש ֶקל:ֶּ Apparently, the source of using the
term sela to refer to a coin is similar to the expansion of the word
stone to refer to a measurement of weight. Sela, too, denotes
a certain weight of an expensive metal. The value of a sela was
four silver dinars, and it was generally the most valuable silver
coin that was used in commerce. Of commonly used coins, the

sela was second in value only to the gold dinar. The shekel coin
was worth two dinars, i.e., half a sela. It was apparently given that
name since it was the fixed amount that was given each year for
the upkeep of the Temple. This shekel was of equivalent value to
the half-shekel mentioned in the Torah, while a whole biblical
shekel is valued at four dinars.
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.נֵיהם רוֹצִ ין ִ ּב ׁ ְשל ׁ ָֹשה ִדינָ ִרין
ֶ  ׁ ְשIn this case, one may assume that both want to complete the
deal at three dinars,N and they did not intend to vow but only
exaggerated for purposes of bargaining.
״א ְר ָ ּב ָﬠה נְ ָד ִרים ִה ִּתיר ּו ֲח ָכ ִמים״
ַ גמ׳
יה ַר ִ ּבי ַא ָ ּבא ַ ּבר ֶמ ֶמל ְל ַר ִ ּבי
ּ  ֲא ַמר ֵל.'כו
יה דְּ ַר ִ ּבי יְ הו ָּדה
ּ  ָא ְמ ַר ְּת ָלן ִמ ׁ ּ ְש ֵמ:ַא ִמי
 ַמאן ְּתנָ א ַא ְר ָ ּב ָﬠה ָנְד ִרים – ַר ִ ּבי:יאה
ָ נְש
ִׂ
:יְ הו ָּדה ִהיא דְּ ָא ַמר ִמ ׁ ּשוּם ַר ִ ּבי ַט ְרפוֹן
 ְל ִפי ׁ ֶשלּ ֹא,עוֹלם ֵאין ֶא ָחד ֵמ ֶהן נָ זִ יר
ָ ְל
ְּ
.נִיתנָ ה נְ זִ ירוּת ֶא ָּלא ְל ַה ְפ ָל ָאה

gemara

The mishna states: The Sages dissolved
four types of vows. Rabbi Abba bar
Memel said to Rabbi Ami: You said to us in the name of Rabbi
Yehuda Nesia: Who is the tanna who taught this mishna of four
vows? It is the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda, who said in the name of
Rabbi Tarfon: With regard to two people who entered into a wager,
and each declared that he would become a nazirite if the other was
right, then actually neither of them becomes a nazirite, because
naziriteship is determined only by explicitnessN of intent. One
cannot become a nazirite unless he vows clearly and with certitude.
Here too, since the intent of the wagering parties was not actually
to vow, the halakha is that the vow is invalid.

NOTES

Both want the deal at three dinars – נֵיהם רוֹצִ ין ִ ּב ׁ ְשל ׁ ָֹשה
ֶ ׁ ְש
דינָ ִרין:ִ From the language of the mishna, it appears that the
reason the vows do not take eﬀect is that each of them
intended to pay the average price from the outset. The
commentaries ask: What happens if ultimately one side
accepts the price that the other fixed? The Ran holds that
while it is true that each took the vow in order to encourage
the other to arrive at a compromise price, they also each
intended to state, by taking a vow, that they will not pay
the price the other is currently demanding. Therefore, if
one does pay the initial price demanded by the other, his
vow does take eﬀect. By contrast, other early commentaries
hold that any vow taken in the context of business negotiations is considered to be an exhortation vow alone, and
even if one waives his demands totally, the vow does not
take eﬀect (Ritva; Ra’ah).

NOTES

Only by explicitness – א ָּלא ְל ַה ְפ ָל ָאה:
ֶ Some later authorities
question why the Gemara links this topic and that of vows of
exhortation. While vows of exhortation are dissolved because
the intent is not the same as the verbal declaration, in the case
of vows of naziriteship he is not a nazirite because he took the
vow without a definite decision (Meromei Sadeh). This can be

resolved by the interpretation of the Rid, who writes that even
in the case of vows of exhortation, neither side knows whether
the other will change his fixed price or not. Therefore, these
vows also are not completely certain and lack precisely the same
element as the naziriteship case.
: פרק ג׳ דף כ. Nedarim . Perek III . 20b
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NOTES

He said to him more than a sela – א ַמר לוֹ ְט ֵפי ִמ ֶּס ַלע:
ֲ The
Rashba, followed by the Ran, oﬀers two interpretations.
According to the first, since each party is precise in his words
and stands by their position that it be less than a shekel or
more than a sela, it means that they will not compromise.
According to the other interpretation, since their set amounts
are more than two dinars apart, perhaps this indicates that
they stand by their respective statements and do not wish
to compromise. The Commentary on Nedarim agrees with
this second interpretation (see Rashba).
Another interpretation of the Gemara’s question is found
in the Shakh (Yoreh De’a 232:5). The question is whether the
term: More than a sela, means that it should not be less
than a sela, or whether this is also a term of exhortation and
he will be satisfied with less than a sela. Others say that it is
speaking of two cases. In one case, the buyer says shekel
and the seller says more than a sela. In the second case, the
seller says sela and the buyer says less than a shekel (Rosh;
Talmidei Rabbeinu Peretz).
Rather, a person speaks this way – ינִיש ָה ִכי
ׁ א ָּלא ִמ ׁ ְש ָּת ֵﬠי ִא:ֶ
The Ran notes that this baraita answers the question according to both interpretations: According to the interpretation
that focuses on the fact that the sums were stated in precise
terms, the case in the baraita of vowing concerning a drop
of water is also precise, and yet the one taking the vow is
permitted to drink. According to the explanation that focuses
on the large divergence between the two sides, the vow
taken that prohibits drinking even a drop of cold water is very
diﬀerent from the initial invitation to eat a meal with him.
HALAKHA

If one was importuning another, etc. – היָה ְמ ָס ֵרב ַ ּב ֲח ֵבירוֹ וכו׳:ָ
If one importuned another to come eat in his home, and the
other said: Entering your house is konam for me, or: A drop of
cold water is konam for me, and for that reason I will not taste
it with you, the latter is permitted to enter the house and to
drink cold water, since his intent was only that he would
not eat this particular meal with him (Rambam Sefer Hafla’a,
Hilkhot Nedarim 8:10; Shulĥan Arukh, Yoreh De’a 218:4).

 ִמי ָק ָתנֵי,ימא ַר ָ ּבנַן
ָ  ֲא ִפילּ ּו ֵּת: ָר ָבא ֲא ַמרRava said: You can even say that the mishna is in accordance with
.נֵיהן רוֹצִ ין ָק ָתנֵי
ֶ נֵיהן ָרצוּ״? ׁ ְש
ֶ ״ש
ְ ׁ the Rabbis, who disagree with Rabbi Yehuda. Does the mishna
teach: Both wanted the price to be three dinars? It teaches: Both
want, in the present tense, demonstrating that they would have
been satisfied with that price from the outset and never intended
to vow, so the vow is not binding.
 ֲא ַמר לוֹ ְט ֵפי:יה ָר ִבינָ א ְל ַרב ַא ׁ ִשי
ּ  ֲא ַמר ֵלRavina said to Rav Ashi: If the seller said to the buyer in the form
N
 נִ ְד ָרא, וְ ַה ָּלה ֲא ַמר ְ ּבצִ יר ִמ ׁ ּ ֶש ֶקל, ִמ ֶּס ַלעof a vow that the price must remain more than a sela, and the
other declared in the form of a vow that the price must remain
?ָהוֵ י אוֹ זֵ רוּזִ ין ָהוֵ י
less than a shekel, what is the halakha? Is this a vow, where each
stands firmly in his position? Or perhaps this is also merely for
encouragement?
 ָהיָ ה ְמ ָס ֵרב ַ ּב ֲח ֵבירוֹ:יה ָּתנֵינָ א
ּ ֲא ַמר ֵל
ָיתך
ְ  וְ ָא ַמר לוֹ ״קוֹנָ ם ֵ ּב,ֹאכל ֶאצְ לוֹ
ַ ׁ ֶשיּ
– טוֹﬠם״
ֵ ״ט ּ ַיפת צוֹנֵן ׁ ֶש ֲאנִי
ִ ׁ ֶש ֲאנִי נִ ְכנָס״
ימנּ ּו
ֶ יכנֵ ס ְל ֵביתוֹ וְ ִל ׁ ְש ּתוֹת ֵה
ָּ מו ָּּתר ִל
 ׁ ֶש ּל ֹא נִ ְת ַּכ ֵּוון זֶ ה ֶא ָּלא ְל ׁש ּום,צוֹנֵ ן
.ֲא ִכ ָילה ו ׁ ְּש ִתיָּ ה

Rav Ashi said to him: We already learned about a similar case: If
one was importuning anotherH that he should eat with him and
the other refused and said to him: Entering your house is konam
for me, or: A drop of cold water is konam for me, and for that
reason I will not taste it with you, it is permitted for him to enter
his house and drink cold water since he intended it as a vow only
for the purpose of eating and drinking a large amount but did
not mean literally that he would not drink anything.

!יפת צוֹנֵ ן״ ָק ָא ַמר
ַ ּ ״ט
ִ  וְ ַא ַּמאי? וְ ָהאThe Gemara asks: And why is this permitted? But he said: A drop
–  ָה ָכא נַ ִמי,ינִיש ָה ִכי
ׁ  ִמ ׁ ְש ָּת ֵﬠי ִא, ֶא ָּלאof cold water, so how can you say that the vow is only with regard
to drinking a large amount? Rather, it must be that a person
.ינִיש ָה ִכי
ׁ ִמ ׁ ְש ָּת ֵﬠי ִא
speaks this wayN in exaggerated terms but does not mean literally
what he says. Here also, in the case of the buyer and seller, a
person speaks this way. He exaggerates and does not intend the
literal meaning of his words, even though he was quite precise in
his wording.
:יה
ּ  ֲא ַמר ֵלRavina said to him:
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אוֹמ ִרים
ְ יקים
ִ ִּ ִמי דָּ ֵמי? ַ ּג ֵ ּבי צוֹנֵ ן – צַ דAre these cases comparable? Concerning the case of cold water,
,עוֹשין ַה ְר ֵ ּבה
ׂ ִ ְ ְמ ַﬠט וthe righteous say little and do much. Therefore, when the host
says to the other: Enter my house and drink a drop of cold water,
he intended to oﬀer him an entire meal. So too, the one who vows
is referring to an entire meal and not literally to a drop of water.
Therefore, he may drink a bit of cold water in the host’s house.
 דִּ ְל ָמא ּ ָפחוֹת,ָה ָכא – ְס ֵפ ָיקא הוּא
 וְ זֵ ירוּזִ ין,יוֹתר ַﬠל ׁ ֶש ֶקל ָק ָא ַמר
ֵ ְִמ ֶּס ַלע – ו
נִיד ָרא
ְ ְ ו, אוֹ דִּ ְל ָמא דַּ וְ ָקא ָק ָא ַמר,ָהוֵ י
.ָהוֵ י? ִּת ָ ּב ֵﬠי

But here it is uncertain. Perhaps when the seller says he will
only accept more than a sela, he really intends to accept less
than a sela, and when the buyer says he will not pay more than a
shekel, he really intends to pay more than a shekel;H and this is
also an exhortation vow. Or, perhaps he meant specifically what
he said, and it is a vow, because he did not intend to compromise
on the price. The Gemara concludes: The dilemma remains
unresolved.

HALAKHA

Less than a sela and…more than a shekel – יוֹתר
ֵ ְּ ָפחוֹת ִמ ֶּס ַלע ו
ﬠל ׁ ֶש ֶקל:ַ If two people are negotiating the price of a transaction,
and the seller vows that he will sell only for more than four
dinars, and the buyer vows that he will buy only for less than
two dinars, then even if they ultimately settled on three dinars,
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the vows of both are valid. This is because the query concerning
this issue is not resolved in the Gemara, and the principle is to
be stringent with regard to an uncertainty in a matter of Torah
law (Shulĥan Arukh, Yoreh De’a 232:2).

 ַא ְר ָ ּב ָﬠה ָנְד ִרים:ָא ַמר ַרב יְ הו ָּדה ָא ַמר ַרב ַא ִסי
יתא
ָ  ִּכי ָא ְמ ִר.יכין ׁ ְש ֵא ָלה ְל ָח ָכם
ִ ַה ָּלל ּו צְ ִר
״א ְר ָ ּב ָﬠה
ַ  ַּת ָּנא ָּתנֵי:יה דִּ ׁ ְשמו ֵּאל ֲא ַמר
ּ ַק ֵּמ
יכין
ִ  וְ ַא ְּת ָא ְמ ַר ְּת צְ ִר,נְ ָד ִרים ִה ִּתיר ּו ֲח ָכ ִמים״
!?ׁ ְש ֵא ָלה ְל ָח ָכם

§ Rav Yehuda said that Rav Asi said: These four vows

יוֹסף ַמ ְתנֵי ָל ּה ְל ָהא ׁ ְש ַמ ֲﬠ ָתא ְ ּב ַהאי
ֵ ַרב
 ֵאין: ָא ַמר ַרב יְ הו ָּדה ָא ַמר ַרב ַא ִסי:ישנָ א
ָ ּ ׁ ִל
ָח ָכם ַר ׁ ּ ַשאי ְל ַה ִּתיר ֶא ָּלא ְּכ ֵﬠין ַא ְר ָ ּב ָﬠה ָנְד ִרים
.וֹת ִחין ַ ּב ֲח ָר ָטה
ְ  ֵאין ּפ: ָק ָס ַבר.ַּה ָּללו

Rav Yosef taught this halakha in this manner: Rav Yehuda said
that Rav Asi said: A halakhic authority is able to dissolve only
a vow that is similar to these four vows in that it was not intended
to be a vow at all but was simply expressed in the language of a
vow. In addition, he can dissolve a vow taken by mistake. The
Gemara comments: It can be derived from here that he holds
that a halakhic authority does not broach dissolution based on
regret.N A halakhic authority must search for a factor that, had the
one making the vow been aware of it at the time of the vow, he
would not have vowed. Simply expressing regret about the vow is
an insuﬃcient basis on which to dissolve it.

H

that are
taught in the mishna still require a request made to a halakhic
authorityN to dissolve them. Rav Yehuda continues: When I said
this halakha before Shmuel, he said: The tanna teaches that the
Sages dissolved four vows, and you say they require a request
made to a halakhic authority?

:יה
ּ  ֲא ַמר ֵל,יה דְּ ַרב הוּנָ א
ּ  ַההוּא דַּ ֲא ָתא ְל ַק ֵּמThe Gemara relates an incident that illustrates a diﬀerent opinion
.יה
ּ ֵ וְ ׁ ָש ְרי. ָלא:יה
ּ  ִל ָ ּבךְ ֲﬠ ָלךְ ? ֲא ַמר ֵלconcerning broaching dissolution based on regret. There was a
certain person who came before Rav Huna to request dissolution
of a vow. Rav Huna said to him: Is your heart upon you? Do you
still have the same desire that you had when you made the vow?
He said to him: No. And Rav Huna dissolved the vow for him.H
Since Rav Huna dissolved the vow based on regret alone, he
evidently holds that one may broach dissolution based on regret.
,יה דְּ ַר ָ ּבה ַ ּבר ַרב הוּנָ א
ּ ַההוּא דַּ ֲא ָתא ְל ַק ֵּמ
ּ  ִא:יה
יל ּו ָהי ּו ֲﬠ ָ ׂש ָרה ְ ּבנֵי ָא ָדם
ּ ֲא ַמר ֵל
אוֹת ּה ׁ ָש ָﬠה ִמי נָ ְד ַר ְת? ֲא ַמר
ָ ׁ ֶשיְּ ַפיְּ יסוּךָ ְ ּב
. וְ ִה ִּתירוֹ. ָלא:יה
ּ ֵל

Similarly, there was a certain person who came before Rabba bar
Rav Huna to dissolve his vow. Rabba bar Rav Huna said to him:
Had there been ten peopleN who could have appeased you at the
time you vowed, would you have made the vow? He said to him:
No. And he dissolved the vow for him.

:אוֹמ ִרים לוֹ ְל ָא ָדם
ְ :אוֹמר
ֵ  ַר ִ ּבי יְ הו ָּדה,ַּתנְיָא
.״לאו״ – ַמ ִּת ִירין אוֹתוֹ
ָ ֵלב זֶ ה ָﬠ ֶליךָ ? ִאם ָא ַמר
:אוֹמר ִמ ׁ ּשוּם ָא ִביו
ֵ יוֹסי
ֵ ַר ִ ּבי יִ ׁ ְש ָמ ֵﬠאל ְ ּב ַר ִ ּבי
 ִאילּ ּו ָהי ּו ֲﬠ ָ ׂש ָרה ְ ּבנֵי ָא ָדם:אוֹמ ִרים לוֹ ְל ָא ָדם
ְ
אוֹת ּה ׁ ָש ָﬠה ִמי נָ ַד ְר ָּת? ִאם ָא ַמר
ָ ׁ ֶשיְּ ַפיְּ יסוּךָ ְ ּב
.״לאו״ – ַמ ִּת ִירין אוֹתוֹ
ָ

It is taught in a baraita that Rabbi Yehuda says: The halakhic
authorities who dissolve the vow say to the person who vowed:
Is this heart, i.e., this desire, still upon you? If he says no, they
dissolve it. Rabbi Yishmael, son of Rabbi Yosei, says in the
name of his father: They say to the person who vowed: Had
there been ten people who could have appeased you at the time,
would you have made the vow? If he says no, they dissolve it.

.(יוֹחנָן וְ יַ ַּנאי
ָ  ַא ִסי וְ ֶא ְל ָﬠזָ ר:ימן
ָ )ס
ִ The Gemara prefaces the next discussion with a mnemonic device:
Asi and Elazar, Yoĥanan and Yannai.
:יה
ּ  ֲא ַמר ֵל,יה דְּ ַר ִ ּבי ַא ִסי
ּ ַההוּא דַּ ֲא ָתא ְל ַק ֵּמ
 ַההוּא.יה
ּ ֵ ָלא?! וְ ׁ ָש ְרי:יה
ּ ְּכד ּו ָּת ֵהית? ֲא ַמר ֵל
 ָ ּב ֵﬠית:יה
ּ  ֲא ַמר ֵל,יה דְּ ַר ִ ּבי ֶא ְל ָﬠזָ ר
ּ דַּ ֲא ָתא ְל ַק ֵּמ
ּ  ִא:יה
יל ּו ָלא ַמ ְר ְ ּגזִ ין ִלי – ָלא
ל
ּ ֵ נְ דוֹר? ֲא ַמר
 ַה ִהיא. ְּת ֵהא ְּכ ָב ֵﬠית:יה
ּ  ֲא ַמר ֵל.ָ ּב ֵﬠינַן ְּכלוּם
יה
ְּ ִא
ּ  ֲא ַתאי ְל ַק ֵּמ,ית ָתא ְד ַאדַּ ְר ָת ּה ִל ְב ַר ָּת ּה
 ִאילּ ּו ֲהוָ ה יָ ְד ַﬠ ְּת דַּ ֲא ָמ ַרן: ֲא ַמר ָל ּה.יוֹחנָן
ָ דְּ ַר ִ ּבי
. ְְמגֵ ְיר ָתיךְ ֲﬠ ָל ּה דִּ ְב ַר ָּתך

The Gemara relates that there was a certain person who came
before Rabbi Asi to request dissolution of a vow. Rabbi Asi said
to him: Do you have regret? He said to him rhetorically: No, do
I not have regret? In other words, certainly I have regret. And he
dissolved the vow for him. Similarly, there was a certain person
who came before Rabbi Elazar, and Rabbi Elazar said to him:
Did you want to vow?N Was this really your desire? He said to
Rabbi Elazar: If they had not angered me, I would not have
wanted anything. He said to him: Let it be like you want, and
the vow is dissolved. In another instance, there was a certain
woman who took a vow with regard to her daughter that the
daughter may not benefit from her, and she came before Rabbi
Yoĥanan to dissolve the vow. He said to her: Had you known that
your neighbors would say about your daughter:
HALAKHA

These four vows – א ְר ָ ּב ָﬠה ָנְד ִרים ַה ָּלל ּו:ַ The Sages said that there are
four types of vows whose dissolution does not require a halakhic
authority, in accordance with Shmuel’s interpretation. However,
one should not take these vows ab initio if he does not intend to
fulfill them (Rambam Sefer Hafla’a, Hilkhot Nedarim 4:4; Shulĥan
Arukh, Yoreh De’a 232:13).
Is your heart upon you…and he dissolved it for him – … ְִל ָ ּבךְ ֲﬠ ָלך
יה
ּ ֵוְ ׁ ָש ְרי: One who takes an oath or vow and then regrets having
done so must go to a halakhic authority or, in a place where there

is no halakhic authority, three laymen. He must express fundamental regret, and then they dissolve the vow. The Rema writes
that many are stringent to broach dissolution based on regret
in the following manner: After one says that he fundamentally
regrets the vow, he is asked: If you knew that you would regret it,
would you have made the vow at the outset? If he says no, then
they dissolve the vow (Mordekhai). The Taz comments that this is
the preferred method (Rambam Sefer Hafla’a, Hilkhot Shevuot 6:1;
Shulĥan Arukh, Yoreh De’a 228:7).

NOTES

Require a request made to a halakhic authority – יכין ׁ ְש ֵא ָלה ְל ָח ָכם
ִ צְ ִר: Some claim this means that
an actual request must be made but that the halakhic
authority need not search for a method to broach dissolution because, in the language of the Jerusalem
Talmud: Their opening is at their side, i.e., it is clear that
no intent existed to make a vow. Others say this means
that although there is no vow by Torah law, by rabbinic
ordinance one must still make a request to a halakhic
authority. A third explanation, advanced by the Ritva,
is that Rav Asi’s requirement for a request to a halakhic
authority refers only to an ignorant person, so that he
does not treat vows lightly in general.
A halakhic authority does not broach dissolution
based on regret – אין ּפ ְוֹת ִחין ַ ּב ֲח ָר ָטה:ֵ The Commentary
on Nedarim explains that the expression: A halakhic
authority does not broach dissolution based on regret,
means that the halakhic authority cannot ask on his
own if the one who took the vow regrets having done
so. Those opinions that do not allow this maintain
that there is concern that such a person does not
truly regret his vow but wishes to dissolve the vow
for some other reason, and therefore he will aﬃrm the
suggestion of the halakhic authority that he regrets the
vow even if he does not. However, if the petitioner volunteers that he regrets the vow, this would be grounds
for dissolution. Those Sages who allow broaching dissolution based on regret maintain that the fact that
one comes to seek dissolution indicates that he no
longer wants the vow, and the question asked by the
halakhic authority is only to clarify the issue.
However, Tosafot, the Ran, and many others interpret that expression to mean that the vow cannot be
dissolved based on regret. According to this opinion,
the halakhic authority must introduce some new element that the one who made the vow did not consider
but that would have induced him not to vow at all had
he considered it.
Had there been ten people, etc. – ִאילּ ּו ָהי ּו ֲﬠ ָ ׂש ָרה ְ ּבנֵי
א ָדם וכו׳:ָ With regard to the relationship between this
question and the subject of regret as a basis for dissolution, some say that this question is simply another
form of broaching dissolution based on regret that is
emphasized in a tangible way, and the principal question is whether one fundamentally regrets the vow.
However, others (Rashba; Meiri) claim that the grounds
for dissolution in this case are stronger than simple
regret, and even those who do not accept regret as the
basis for dissolution would allow it here, since he bases
the regret on a particular matter. Rabbi Avraham min
HaHar writes similarly that this method is comparable
to an opening, as it does not rely on regret alone, but
rather introduces a new possible scenario that the one
who vowed did not initially consider.
Did you want to vow – ב ֵﬠית נְ דוֹר:
ּ ָ Some have interpreted this passage to mean that Rabbi Elazar asked
the man whether he regretted his vow, and he
answered that while he took the vow only because he
was angry, those who had been angering him were
still doing so. Rabbi Elazar answered him that if so, it is
treated as if he still wants the vow to be valid, and it is
not dissolved (Rabbi Avraham min HaHar).
Some early authorities have another version of
the text, which has been interpreted in various ways.
Some translate this phrase as: She wants light, and
understand that it is speaking about a man who
had taken an oath to fulfill all of his wife’s requests.
She requested a gold candelabrum, but only at the
urging of others. The question was whether or not this
is included in the husband’s vow, and the reply was
that since she wants one, he is required to purchase it
for her, regardless of how this desire developed (Sefer
HaMelitza). Others explain similarly, but understand
that the woman wanted a servant to come and serve
her (Rabbi Yitzĥak Tzarfati).
: פרק ג׳ דף כא. Nedarim . Perek III . 21b
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